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but with the proviso that, if the customs duties levied in Ajmer were abol-
ished, he should also cease to collect such duties, and, in consideration of
such loss of revenue, the tribute payable by him should be reduced to Rs.
2,000, Under the terms of his Sanad he is permitted to exercise civil and
criminal jurisdiction in the Phulia pargana independently of the Ajmer
Courts, but is required to report all cases of heinous crime, involving the
punishment of death or imprisonment for life, to the Political Agent, Haraoti
and Tonk, and to adjudicate upon them with his advice and concurrence.

In March 1862 the Chief received a Sanad (see No, V) guaran-
teeing to him the right of adoption*

In 1869, on the redistribution of the Rajputana Agency, Shahpura was
transferred from the control of the Commissioner of Ajmer to the charge of
the Political Agent, tlaraoti and Tonk.

Raja Lachhman Singh died in November 1869, having, it was alleged
adopted on his death-bed the son of the Thakur of Bishnia, a distant branch
of the Shahpura family. The balance of evidence went to show that no
adoption was really made by the deceased Chief, but that the ceremony was
performed after his death by the Minister Fauj Mai. In these circumstances
it was necessary that the recognition of a successor to the deceased Chief
should be based on the usual principle of selection from among the nearest of
kin and those best qualified for the administration of the State. The wishes
of the Thakurs and the interests of the State pointed to Nahar Singh of
Danop, a minor, and he was accordingly recognised as Chief of Shahpura
by the British Government. The claims of a posthumous son of Kishan
Singh of Kheri\vere disregarded on the ground of his father's prior adoption
into a more distant branch of the family.

Pretensions were advanced by the Maharana of Udaipur to a right of
interference in this succession on the ground of Shahpura being a feudatory
of Mewar ; but the Maharana was informed that his arguments were unten-
able, as the pargana of Shahpura was originally a grant from the Emperors
of Delhi, and was now held directly by grant from the British Government;
the fact that the Chief also held estates in Mewar gave the Udaipur State
no voice in the succession. The British Government does not interfere in
regard to well-known and defined relations between Udaipur and Shahpura
in so far as concerns that portion held by the Raja from the Maharana of
Udaipur; but the demands made on the Raja by the Udaipur State must be
limited to what is legitimate and fair having reference to the revenues of